Jodie Allen, editor ' 4/16/93 

Outlook 

The Washington Post 

1150 15 St# , m * 

Washington, DC 20071 

Dear Jodie Allen, 

Your letter of the 13th i3 not accepttjale as a response to what i took the time 
to write you about# It also misses the point iWd just is not true# 

The question was not in anyssnse whether I was "displeased by Robert Andrews 1 article# 
You say you made "prudent efforts to verify the credibility of the article#" 

£f you made any, which I doubt, any that could be called reasonable, leave alone 
prudent, you would have asked your in-}house assassinations expert and he could have told 
you where and how you could learn# 

The question I was raisingjis of the Post's meeting its responsibilities instead of 
indulging itself with a little fun# 

As an editor you should have had all the rod ^lags flying with Andrews 1 assumption 

of Ray's guilt. Your own morgue would have told you that his guilt is at least questionable 

Paul Valentine covered the two weeks of evidentiary hearing# I was Ray*s investigator for 

the habeas corpus and for the hearing, which was to determine whether the sole accused in 

a crime of that magnitude would get the trial he never had# Without going into the details 

it fell to me to address whether he had had the effectiv^ssistance of counsel when his eh 

cousel was the country's most famous criminal lawyer of the day, the late Percy Foreman# 

^ , ‘0/ / 

How could we prove he had not rehdered effective assistance of counsel with Msxfep? I 

decided to try the case and prove he hadn't given ^ay an$ defense at all# I located and 

prepared the witnesses and Jim ^esar, whoa you could not possibly have misded in anything 

that can be called even a rudimentary inquiry, presented them to the court# After some 

time the judge handed down his decision: that guilt or innocence were immaterigl^ to 

what he said /^is before him# 

Lardner would, I am sure, have told you that £esar was his lawyer and I w&fa was 
his investigator and I'm sure Lesar did not tell you that piece was responsible# I regard 
it as simply dishonest, an exploitation to r^omote a corning book# 

And that was one really indecrfet way to maker such an anniverary! 

I8m sorry you compibunded your abdication of editorial responsibility with the first 
excuse that popped into your mind. 

We should be aile to expect more of the Post and the Post should be able to expect 
more out of you than the article and your response reflect# 

/ 

„ Sincerely, 



Harold Weisberfe 


